This article aims to further problematize the relationship between patterns of demobilization, fascism and veterans' activism, on several inter-related counts. We argue that the relationship between fascism and war veterans was not a fixed nexus, but the outcome of a complex political constellation of socio-economic and political factors that necessitates a case-by-case in-depth discussion. Also, we argue that these factors were both national and transnational in nature. Finally, we contend that researchers need to employ a synchronic as well as a diachronic perspective, thus accounting for various stages and forms of mobilization of war veterans over time. To substantiate these claims, the current article focuses on a relevant but largely neglected case study: the demobilization of soldiers and war veterans' political activism in interwar Romania. It is argued that, contrary to assumptions in historiography, demobilization in Romania was initially successful. Veterans' mobilization to fascism intensified only in mid-to late 1930s, stimulated by the Great Depression, leading to a growing ideological polarization and the political ascension of the fascist Legion of 'Archangel Michael' . To better grasp the specificities of this case study, the concluding section of the article compares it to patterns of veterans' activism in postwar Italy.
In August 1924, a scuffle took place in the Italian town of Collodi. Local fascists and veterans from the Associazione Nazionale Combattenti [anc; National Servicemen's Association] had come to blows, after one of the former taunted the latter by yelling: 'What have you fighters actually accomplished? Had it not been for us, you would have been lost. You did not come to the March on Rome!'1 That squadristi could, on occasion, draw a line between themselves and nationalist former servicemen can be taken as a useful reminder that war veterans were not the only constituency of fascist militias. Nevertheless, for many decades, scholarship was dominated by the view that fascism was the product of war resentment in defeated countries, and that its most important social proponents were the veterans and the insecure petty bourgeoisie. It is only recently that historians have revisited the relationship between interwar fascist paramilitaries and demobilized soldiers, aiming to go beyond the deterministic assumption that the latter were inherently drawn to the militarist ethos and tenets of the former. Following this wave of research, a variegated picture of the fascist constituencies has emerged. A plethora of new works on the topic has pointed out that, although the veterans certainly played an important role in the emergence of fascism, they were not the only and, in some cases, not even the main constituent group of fascist paramilitaries. Since, as a sociological category, the term 'veterans' cuts across a variety of social and cultural identity-markers, historians have to take into account a wider spectrum of political attitudes and forms of activism exhibited by veterans in the interwar period.
In line with this research effort, the current article aims to further problematize the relationship between patterns of demobilization, fascism and veterans' activism, on several inter-related counts. First, we posit that, in spite of the fact that fascism was a European-wide phenomenon, until recently the available literature concentrated preponderantly on Western European cases, leaving aside patterns of postwar mobilization in the eastern part of the continent. In order to fully grasp the complexities of this relationship, scholarship needs to explore a larger range of case studies, situated in the East as well as in the West. Second, we argue that the relationship between fascism and veterans was not a fixed nexus, but the outcome of a complex constellation of socio-economic and political factors. Third, we argue that these factors were both national and transnational in nature; to analyze them, scholars should fascism 6 (2017) 75-117 combine case-study investigations with the comparative method and the history of transfers. Finally, we contend that, given the fluid, unstable and contextual relationship between fascism and veterans' activism, researchers need to employ a synchronic as well as a diachronic perspective, thus accounting for various stages and forms of mobilization of ex-servicemen over time.
To substantiate these claims, the article focuses on a relevant but largely neglected case study: the demobilization of soldiers and war veterans' political activism in interwar Romania. This case study can provide useful points for comparing the political activism of Great War veterans across Europe, as the Romanian veterans' community was denoted by a largely successful process of economic and political demobilization.2 The article is organized in several inter-related parts. The first section reviews the most recent historiographical trends in the field; we then proceed to an analysis of veterans, social politics, and political activism in Greater Romania, ending with a set of comparative conclusions.
Veterans and Fascist Paramilitarism: New Perspectives
The recent historiographical impulse to re-assess the relationship between Great War servicemen and interwar right-wing militias has stemmed largely, though not exclusively, from debates related to the development of fascism in Italy, Germany, Austria and France. Although there is no consensus among historians in these countries on the causes of veterans' involvement in rightist paramilitarism, a common trend can be delineated, i.e. a tendency to specify the scope of this involvement. Firstly, works on social history have increasingly highlighted the participation of various social groups in fascist militias, emphasizing the fact that former servicemen were not the only prominent activists within these combat units. True, veterans were at the core of early paramilitary mobilizations. Their importance in the early stages is unquestionable, as they socialized the combat groups with training, rituals, symbols and some elements of ideology. Moreover, former fighters played a central role in the Italian Fascist mobilization of the early 1920s.3 However, various studies have pointed out that right-wing political mobilization in Germany, Austria and France eventually reached beyond veterans. Within these countries fascist movements managed to enrol diverse social categories, so that, in the long run, a considerable part of their paramilitary wings consisted of students, peasants and even workers.4 In generational terms, relevant constituents of these militias were the cohorts growing up on the home-front, as well as young men coming of age in the interwar years.5 It therefore seems that, on the whole, fascist fighting units were diverse environments, which 'intersected' rather than overlapped with national veterans' communities. This assessment is compounded by the observation that, through the interwar era and World War Two, fascist and parafascist regimes relied on many nonveterans for the organization and implementation of their policies of repression or extermination.6
Secondly, historians have gradually stressed the conjunctural nature of the relation between veterans and fascism. Generalizing, it can be said that increasing attention is being paid to how, in each country, this relation was enabled by several, concomitant causes. In doing so, recent analyses attempt to integrate the observation of institutional, cultural and economic factors. Furthermore, emphasis is placed on the contingencies that made the overlap between these various circumstances possible rather than on 'immutable' causes.
Above all, these approaches provide relevant contributions to the prolific debate on the motivations leading to former servicemen's radicalization to fascism, which has often been denoted by widely divergent views. Summing up the numerous readings on the issue, historians at first emphasized short-or long-term economic causes, relating chiefly to the veterans' wish to preserve their social status or overcome deprivation. Scholars have also explored the political and cultural processes that affected patterns of veterans' mobilization in the interwar period. Early interpretations asserted that the postwar behavior of the veterans depended on the general features of 'national political cultures' , being influenced by the deep-seated 'militarist traditions' of their nation's political life.11 Hence German Kampfer adhered to Nazi paramilitarism, but French combattants stayed aloof from the Faisceau [Fascis] country's democratic tradition.12 Gradually, however, historians have employed a less deterministic approach and focused on contingent wartime and postwar developments in each nation. In a pioneering work, Mosse underscored the impact of the Great War, claiming that German soldiers adhered to fascism's cult of activism as it legitimized an attitude they had developed at the front: a heightened indifference to taking human lives in order to solve political problems.13 His hypothesis, that servicemen became fascists out of the aforementioned wartime 'brutalization' , has also been applied to Italy, France and Austria, but has been met with well-founded criticisms, chiefly the lack of 'brutalized' behavior among the majority of former combatants.14 This theory has consequently failed to provide a common framework for explaining veterans' extremism at European level. More convincing in this regard have been subsequent approaches based on the 'cultural demobilization' interpretation.15 These explore the incentives and limitations regarding violence that veterans met in the various postwar national realities, and how these possibilities and constraints interacted with Recent perspectives on the connection between veterans and fascist paramilitarism contribute to the aforementioned debate by adopting a more unified approach. They frame the political violence enacted by fascist veterans as the result of a cluster of interrelated circumstances, which developed mainly in the postwar era. The most relevant among these circumstances are held to be the state's failure to accomplish the demobilization of veterans, through material and symbolic integration, and uphold its monopoly of violence by preserving an efficient coercion apparatus, but also projecting credible notions of order through the figurative resources at its disposal. These innovative viewpoints hence suggest that widespread veterans' violence resulted from policy failure both in the realm of economic and cultural re-integration. Accordingly, fascism 6 (2017) 75-117 they advocate an integrated analysis of state policymaking towards veterans, through a synchronic focus on deterrence tactics, welfare provisions and politics of symbols, especially when studying the crucial phase of transition from war to peace.22 It should be stressed that such approaches downsize the qualitative connection between demobilized soldiers and fascist militias. They posit that the far Right made significant inroads within national communities of old soldiers only in those cases in which the state failed to satisfy veterans in most of their requests and, conversely, fascism managed to pose as the most effective alternative for the fulfilment of these demands. Moreover, it is emphasized that the potential convergence between the two groups depended on the stability of the political system, both real and perceived. In cases where the state did not experience a breakdown of authority, as in France or in the early Weimar republic, veterans did not switch en masse to fascism.
Ultimately, therefore, recent interpretations are useful for reassessing the determinist link, between veterans and the extreme Right, that has been established by early scholarship on the topic. Additionally, they help restore agency to the activism of former fighters, as they arguably make the case that these paramilitaries' behavior was more rational -no matter how vicious -than allowed for by Mosse's battlefield brutalization hypothesis.
Most intriguingly, these new trends contribute to assessing more clearly the impact of cultures of war on the violence of Great War fighters in the interwar years. Specifically, they highlight that, while similar cultures of war were developed by all combatant societies, a different array of influences shaped each one of these cultures after the conflict. This assumption helps set the stage for comparative and connective analyses of how wartime mentalities changed under the influence of a variety of postwar national and transnational factors. This pledge renewed the bonds between the veterans and the dynasty. Veteran representatives thus figured predominantly during the lavish celebrations Official press reports emphasized the fact that the monarch listened carefully to the veterans' griefs; they also reiterated the strong bonds between the hero-king (himself a former combatant in the war of independence) and 'his veterans' . These ceremonies and the symbolic-ideological bond between the monarch and the veterans did not alleviate social tensions, however. The peasantveterans' social question was an integral part of a larger agrarian question. The pressure for land and the deterioration of the status of the country's sharecropping peasantry were to lead to a major peasant uprising in 1907, the last 'modern Jacquerie' in Europe, marked by open confrontations between peasants and the army.33
After a harsh military repression of the revolt, authorities took several steps meant to improve the situation of landless peasantry. Numerically, the category of war veterans expanded after Romania's participation in the Second Balkan War. On 10 July 1913 amid heavy fighting between the Bulgarian and the Serbian armies, Romania attacked Bulgaria and annexed Southern Dobrudja. Although the Romanian army was not involved in direct combat, the war had a strong societal impact. During their incursion into Bulgarian territory, Romanian peasant-soldiers could compare their destitute social situation to the relatively affluent status of the peasantry in north-eastern Bulgaria. The war experience thus boosted the peasants' claims for agrarian and electoral reforms, a desideratum that was to be fulfilled during the Great War.40
From War to Peacetime: The Demobilization of Veterans in Greater Romania
Less than a year after the end of the Second Balkan War, the region was subject to yet another war, which degenerated into a global conflagration. Romania's participation to the Great War had a peculiar timing (1916) (1917) (1918) (1919) As in other European countries, the Great War had a tremendous impact on Romanian society and politics, in terms of human suffering, material destruction caused by the military campaigns and years of foreign occupation, and socio-political upheaval. During the course of the war, Romania lost 335,000 soldiers (dead or missing) together with 650,000 dead civilians, while 75,491 soldiers became war invalids.44 Yet, unlike in other former combatant countries, Romanian veterans did not play a major political role in the immediate postwar period, as a collective actor, and did not undergo a process of rapid and extensive radicalization to fascism. This smooth demobilization might come as a surprise if one considers that, less than a decade earlier, the country's socio-political order was shaken to the core by a series of peasant revolts (1888, 1907) . Several years later, the mass mobilization of peasants in arms during the Second Balkan War must have given cold shivers to Conservative politicians. In November 1913, soon after the Balkan Wars, the Liberal Party announced publicly its determination to implement comprehensive agrarian and electoral reforms.45 Due to the outbreak of World War i, these political decisions could not be translated into laws by the parliament, but their necessity was reiterated by King Ferdinand in December 1916. After the bourgeoisdemocratic revolution that took place in Russia in February 1917, in March/ April 1917 King Ferdinand visited the troops on the front line. To ensure the continued loyalty of soldiers, the king solemnly pledged to grant land and voting rights to peasants: 'To you, sons of peasants, who defended with your arm the land where you were born and raised, I tell you as your King, that in addition to victory as your great reward, you have also earned the right to possess to a larger extent the land for which you fought. You will be granted land. I, your King, will be the first one to set the example; you will also be granted the right to participate more largely to the administration of the state.'46 Although the two reforms were implemented only after the Great War, the King's solemn promises gave peasant-soldiers a cause to fight for, thus adding social incentives to the intense cultural campaign of mobilization for the national cause. Without doubt, victory in the war, the achievement of national unification, and the postwar implementation of the land reform and the enlargement of political rights, provided immediate solutions -albeit arguably still partial -to the pressing social/political questions of the day, paving the way toward the peaceful demobilization of soldiers. In addition to these 'positive' factors, there were also 'negative' factors that hampered veterans' political activism. First, Romania's prolonged war effort explains, at least in part, the lack of collective mobilization of veterans. Thus, while in Western Europe demobilized soldiers faced the 'chaotic' immediate postwar situation, Romanian soldiers were remobilized in November 1918 for a new military campaign that lasted until 1920. When soldiers were finally released from service, the political situation of the country was already 'normalized' , the economy by and large stabilized, and the Bolshevik danger largely 'contained' , inside as well as outside the country. Second, it should be taken into account that, given the complex regional composition of Greater Romania, the heterogeneous category of war veterans was divided along regional and ethno-linguistic lines. Thus, while soldiers in the Old Kingdom fought the Central Powers in Dobrudja and Transylvania, soldiers recruited in the former Russian province of Bessarabia fought in the Tsar's army, and the soldiers recruited in Transylvania and the Banat fought in the service of the King and Emperor of Austria-Hungary, Franz Joseph. While, from a legal point of view, all war dead and their cemeteries were given equal respect and protection, the official discourse was nevertheless centered on the victory of the Old Kingdom's army in the war, and thus privileged the combatants who contributed to the war of national unification, either as soldiers or as volunteers. At the same time, the experiences of those who fought on the Habsburg, Hungarian or Bulgarian sides (often directly opposing the Romanian army), were in many ways marginalized.47 The fragmented and even antagonistic nature of the war experiences of former soldiers prevented their political alliance at national level, resulting in the organizational division of war veterans in various groupings. Other factors that hindered the veterans' political activism were the rural origin of the overwhelming majority of servicemen, which accounts for their dispersion in the countryside after demobilization,48 the traditional close association between monarchy and veteran associations, which tempered their Due to the heterogeneous nature of the body of veterans and their fragmentation in distinct associations, ex-servicemen did not act as a compact, collective political actor, but melted into the wider mass of voters. Without doubt, the veterans' war experience generated a common horizon of expectations; yet, their political options were also shaped by their age, class affiliation, education, and regional belonging. It is also important to note that no political party included special programmatic demands for the war veteran as a distinct category, but approached the issue of the veterans' reintegration in society within the context of the peasant and working class 'questions' , General Averescu therefore played a major political role in the stabilization of Romanian politics in the immediate postwar period. At a time when Greater Romania's political and administrative systems were in the making and thus lacked cohesion, the People's Party acted as a catch-all, national populist organization. Its heterogeneous electoral base was made up mainly of former combatants, peasants, and lower urban strata. In geographical terms, the People's Party gathered electoral support mostly in the Old Kingdom, yet it made inroads into the newly acquired provinces, as well. General Averescu was subject to a genuine charismatic cult, which brought together, 'in a mystical union' , former combatants, the peasantry, and parts of the working class.63 The Conservative politician Constantin Argetoianu described the mystical, millenarian tinge that surrounded Averescu's cult in rural areas: 'Men kneeled, kissed his blue mantle, shook their heads, sighed deeply and whispered, "God, keep him well for our salvation!" . . . Women did not dare to get closer, but they were all sobbing, pushing their children ahead to touch their savior!'64
The rule of People's Party (March 1920-December 1921) was characterized by major structural reforms meant to set Romania on new socioeconomical foundations, such as the monetary unification, financial reforms and the agrarian reform. Concerns for the status of war veterans figured centrally on the political agenda of the People's Party. As a former war combatant, General Averescu managed to capture the urge of political renewal born in the trenches, among peasant-soldiers, and to project it in the political life, acting as a spokesman of the veterans' corporate interests and aspirations.65 The former War Commander promoted laws meant to provide moral recognition as well as material support to the veterans. As in the prewar period, the main axis of the process of sacralizing politics was the cult of the fallen soldiers based on the triad Monarchy-Army-Church.66 The first step in this respect was taken by the establishment on 12 September 1919, by royal decree, of the Societatea mormintele eroilor căzuţi în război [Society for the Graves of the Fallen War Heroes], under the patronage of Queen Maria.67 One year later, the Averescu government adopted a comprehensive law regulating the commemoration of fallen soldiers at national level.68
The most important reform meant to provide material support for the veterans was the agrarian reform. The reform was implemented in 1920-1921 by way of four main distinct laws, for Bessarabia; Bukovina; Transylvania, Banat, Crişana and Maramureş; and a final one for the Old Kingdom. The law on Bessarabia did not contain stipulations for ex-servicemen (as the province fought the war as part of the Tsarist Empire) but granted land according to needs. 69 The latter laws were conceived, however, as instruments of social justice meant to empower the soldier-citizen. They put forward a hierarchy of social categories entitled to land, privileging Romania's former combatants in the Great War but sanctioning the inhabitants who had collaborated with the enemy in wartime. The agrarian law for Bukovina granted priority access to land to families of fallen soldiers and to landless peasants who took part in the war, primarily to those who served as volunteers in the Romanian or allied army. Those who avoided conscription in 1919 or were sentenced for hostile actions against the Romanian army or the Romanian state were excluded from land acquisitions. 70 In addition to the agrarian reform, the government tried to alleviate social tensions in the industrial sector, too, by setting up the Ministry of Work and Social Protection (1920), with the aim of regulating labor relations. At the same time, Prime Minister Averescu reacted firmly against any anti-systemic protest movement, mobilizing the army to defeat the workers' general strike that took place on 20-28 October 1920 in response to new labor legislation. In May 1921, the Averescu government arrested the members of the newly established Romanian Socialist-Communist Party, who on the count of their open allegiance to Moscow voted for adherence to the Comintern. After a period of semi-legal existence, the Communist Party was outlawed in 1924, being charged with anti-national activities aimed at dismembering Greater Romania. By overseeing the implementation of the electoral and land reforms, and by enhancing the legislation on welfare and social protection, General Averescu facilitated the veterans' socio-political reintegration in the political life of the country. At the same time, he contributed significantly to the 'domestication' of former servicemen. Specifically, Averescu's military prestige, his immense popularity and specific actions in government were instrumental in preventing a potential turn by the majority of veterans towards the far right or far left. Instead, the General helped channel Romanian former fighters' activism toward constitutionalism and loyalty to the dynasty. Nonetheless, once its immediate program was accomplished, the popularity of People's Party declined, dependent as it was on Averescu's personal charisma. The party returned to power in Table 2 ). In late 1920s and early 1930s, the political activism of the veterans, and of the peasantry in general, was mainly absorbed by Partidul Național-Țărănesc [npp;
The National-Peasant Party]. This Party was established in 1926 through the fusion between the National Party in Transylvania (founded in 1881 in AustriaHungary and previously known as the Romanian National Party of Transylvania and Hungary) and the Old Kingdom's Peasant Party. The Peasant Party was created in 1918 by a medley of devoted activists originating from the rural intelligentsia and well-to-do strata of the peasantry and was led by Ion Mihalache, a demobilized captain in the Great War. The origins of the Peasant Party were intertwined with those of the People's League; they both expressed the anger and frustration of the peasant-soldiers concerning Romania's series of military defeats in the Great War, corruption and lack of social justice. As compared to the League, the Peasant Party went further in its demands: it advocated extensive land reforms, decentralization, and support for independent farmers. Political adversaries accused the peasantists of 'radicalism' , arguing they were plagued by a 'sectarian' class attitude and that they ignored the harmonization of social interests at national level. It should be noted, however, that the peasantry constituted at the time about 80% of the Romanian population, and thus also encompassed, in all likeness, the majority of veterans. Given the fact that the Peasant Party obtained strong electoral results in rural areas, it can be safely inferred that this Party managed to attract the support of many peasantveterans. The recent online publication of this picture generated a debate over the identity of the speaker on the improvised podium: many viewers argued that the crowd animator was no other than Corneliu Zelea Codreanu, the leader of the Legion of 'Archangel Michael'/ the Iron Guard. This hypothesis was rightfully refuted by more informed viewers, who pointed out that the dressing style and allure of the speaker do not correspond to that of the Legion's 'Captain' . It is nevertheless significant to note that, in the public historical League, the Peasant Party scored a stunning electoral victory, with 46% of the total number of votes. In the ensuring period, the party had to share its electorate base with the People's Party, but it remained nevertheless highly popular, with 12.5% of the national votes in 1920 and 18.5% in 1922.87 The 1926 merger of the Peasant Party and the National Party gave birth to Romania's second mass democratic party, the npp. After a series of mass rallies against the Liberals, npp won the 1928 elections with a share of 77.76% of the total votes and dominated politics in the period 1928-1933. Its rule could not live up to the high public expectation, however, being gradually marred by the economic crisis, allegations of corruption, and party instability. The 'failure' of npp's rule led to major transformations in Romania's political life. First, following his coronation in June 1930, King Carol ii emerged as a major political player, deliberately undermining political parties and the parliamentary system, with the aim of establishing his personal rule. Second, the world economic crisis hit hard Romania's economy in 1929-1932, leading to a dramatic decrease in the standard of living. Third, and in close relation to the previous two points, support for mainstream political parties was eroding in favor of new, radical movements of change. Although social assistance for veterans and their descendants remained a constant governmental preoccupation, the economic crisis brought about a major setback in welfare policies, leading to a crisis in the relationship between veterans and the state.
In reaction to a governmental initiative to curtail social benefits of war veterans (such as free railway passes), the Federation of War Invalids, Widows and Orphans convoked a great assembly on 12 April 1930 in Bucharest, attended by circa two thousand persons.88 The participants demanded the restoration of lost benefits, the strict observance of the law on the social protection of the veterans, and the prolongation of the war orphans' pension until they finished university studies, and not simply until they reached the age of twenty-one.89 The Federation planned to end the congress with a public march in the center of Bucharest but the demonstrators were soon blocked by the army (see front of the Bucharest police commissioner's office and of the parliament, until the invalids were dispersed by fire-fighters with water-jets. In their defense, circa 2,000 nationalist students organized a march of solidarity that ended in front of the Prime Minister's house, hoping to capitalize on the political radicalization of the veterans. Interior blamed the political opposition, and in particular the communists, for inciting the war invalids.92 The government's intervention made a terrible public impression, generating a public outcry. An official communique of the Central Committee of the Federation condemned 'with all its energy and indignation the brutal intervention of the authorities, who provoked scandal and brutalities unknown until today.' It also condemned some politicians' insinuations that the veterans were manipulated in their actions by 'speculators or communists' .93 A number of military associations, such as the Cercul Subofițerilor de rezervă [Circle of Reserve Sub-officers] and the Asociația Ofițerilor în Rezervă și Retragere [Association of Reserve and Retired Officers] expressed their solidarity to and support for the cause of war invalids, widows and orphans. Reactions in the press were highly critical of the ill-conceived governmental action, as it contradicted the symbolic-ideological consensus of the postwar period. The leading journalist Pamfil Șeicaru called the incident 'a day of shame for our entire people.'94 He accused the government of not sending an official representative at the Federation's assembly, of not facilitating their dialogue with the authorities, and of mobilizing the army against the war veterans. More generally, Șeicaru blamed the entire political class for politicizing the war memory and the cult of the fallen soldier, arguing that 'the memory of the war has become only a simple rhetorical theme.'95 In reality, however, the government neglected real war heroes, while providing tangible rewards to former 'deserters, traitors, and spies.'96 Facing this concerted campaign, the government reconsidered its position. On 13 April 1930, a delegation of the Federation led by General Mărășescu presented its demands to Prime Minister Iuliu Maniu. The government pledged to preserve the existing social assistance provisions, including railway passes, without any cuts; it also allocated an additional 35 million lei in support of certain categories of war invalids.97 The next day, the Senate voted a new law on army recruitment. During the parliamentary debates, General Prezan, himself a hero of the Great War, appealed to the government 'never to mobilize the army against the war invalids or those who served on the front,' pointing out that 'a war invalid is a symbol of sacrifice for the fatherland.'98 Opposition deputies accused the improper management of social protection funds, marred by corruption and incompetence.99 The Minister of Interior Alexandru Vaida-Voevod presented openly his regrets, and was forced to admit that in the twelve years that had passed since the Great War 'the question of the veterans has not been solved.'100 The financial crisis was gradually overcome in mid to-late 1930s. To ensure a balanced national coverage of the social needs of the war veterans, the activity of the Office for War Invalids, Orphans and Widows was re-organized in four regional branches: Bucharest, Chișinău, Iași, and Cluj. In 1936, these branches managed eight shelters for war orphans and six shelters for war invalids. All over the country there were twenty-two institutions of social assistance for war veterans (seven in Moldova, six in Muntenia, five in Transylvania, and two in Bessarabia and Bukovina), with 795 places and a total budget of 13,135, 747 lei.101
Despite these efforts, the (temporary) crisis of the welfare state affected the social pact between the veterans and the Romanian state, highlighting the formers' 'culture of entitlement' that had developed gradually since 1878. The deterioration of the veterans' standard of living and the growing ideological polarization in Romania's political life led to the politicization of certain veteran associations on the basis of a radical, anti-establishment political platform. At the same time, many far right organizations conducted intensive recruitment campaigns specifically targeting former veterans. Radicalized veterans were absorbed by the fascist Legiunea 'Archangelul Mihail' [Legion of 'Archangel Michael' , hereafter the Legion] but also by other kindred organizations. Established in 1927, the Legion was part of the second European wave of radicalization to fascism (the first one witnessing the advent of Fascism to power in Italy but also the failure of the 1923 Hitler-Ludendorff-Putsch in Bavaria).102 The Legion had important affinities with certain programmatic elements of the veterans' associations, including its name (see the abovementioned Legiunea Română, also established in 1927), the emphasis on the internal consolidation of Greater Romania through an educational campaign of moral character-building, and the cult of the fallen soldiers. Yet, the Legion was not rooted in the movement of veterans as was the National Fascist Party in Italy; its backbone was the student movement, especially in the disputed territories of Bukovina, Transylvania and Northern Moldavia. 103 In generational terms, most of the early adherents of the Legion were pupils and students born around the turn of the century. As such, they had been unable to participate to the war effort but were determined to prolong the national struggle in peace time, against 'internal enemies' . 104 The most important leaders of the movement attended military schools (see the case of the movement's charismatic leader, Corneliu Zelea-Codreanu) or underwent voluntary military training (see the case of Ion Moța, Codreanu's main collaborator), and promoted the militarization of politics. 105 The Legion was organized as a semi-clandestine organization. Its members received a paramilitary training based on army instruction, hierarchy and values. An order by Codreanu dated 5 September 1933 instructed all Legionaries to procure themselves green uniforms and a revolver with a legal permit or a blade weapon.106 The Legion was not exclusively a youth movement, but welcomed adult males as well. The veterans or retired military who attained the rank of sergeant or corporal and possessed firearms and valid firearm permits were a special recruitment target of the Legion. The Legionary movement prized these potential followers' military training and expertize and the social prestige they usually enjoyed in their communities. This converting effort did not include, however, former combatants of Jewish origin: the Legion displayed a rabid anti-Semitism and disputed the patriotism and wartime credentials of Romania's Jews.
The Legion's policy of active recruitment resulted in an influx of veterans into its ranks.107 It is important to note, in this respect, that former servicemen were part of all major collective leadership organs or assisting organizations of the Legion, including the Senate and the 'Committee of the One Hundred' gathering the movement's sympathizers. Additionally, the Legion tried to enroll serving soldiers into its ranks, but with limited success. 108 Although the input of former combatants into the Legion was significant, it was never as large as to transform the Legion from a student movement into a proper veterans' organization. Moreover, the political relations between the Legion and radicalizing veterans' organizations were not characterized only by collaboration, but also by rivalry. The trajectory of Asociația 'Cultul Patriei' [Association 'Cult of the Fatherland'] is illustrative in this respect. The Association was established in December 1926 under the leadership of the philosopher and university professor Marin Stefănescu, fan ex-serviceman and war invalid. The association was joined by numerous retired generals, while its honorary president was the decorated war hero General (Marshall after 1930) Constantin Prezan. Cultul Patriei aimed at promoting patriotic education based on traditional moral values, and at undertaking cultural activities meant to defend and consolidate the Romanian nation-state. 109 In the early 1930, the association underwent a process of radicalization, acquiring an overt political character, enrolling radical politicians from other parties, and developing a militant nationalist platform.110 This orientation set it on a collision course with the government, the gatherings of Cultul Patriei often degenerating into 
From Demobilization to Radicalization: Romania and Italy in Comparison
This article has explored patterns of demobilization and political activism of ex-servicemen in post-1918 Romania. It has been argued that, overall, Romanian political elites were remarkably successful in mobilizing the population for the war effort, in keeping soldiers in arms until as late as 1920, and in enacting a smooth demobilization. In the interwar period, the Romanian state managed to coopt the veterans' associations into the official 'culture of victory' through a combination of welfare entitlements and symbolic politics centered on the triad Army-Church-Monarchy. This alliance was challenged only in early to late 1930s. On the one hand, the state partially faltered on its social protection commitments, under the burden of the economic crisis; on the other hand, the growing dissatisfaction with traditional parties and the ideological polarization of Romania's political system stimulated the radicalization of certain segments of the veterans' community.
To better grasp the specificities of this case study, the concluding section of the article advances a comparison to similar processes that took place in Italy. This juxtaposition is instructive because the two cases exhibit a peculiar set of similarities and differences. During the long nineteenth century, Romania and Italy underwent an almost congruent process of nation-state building, based on the Risorgimento principle of adding new historical regions to a statebuilding 'core' represented by the Old Kingdom of Romania and by PiedmontSavoy (see the union of Moldavia and Wallachia in 1859 and the annexation of Dobrudja to Romania in 1878; and, respectively, the 1861 unification of most of the Italian peninsula under the House of Savoy, and the annexation of Venetia and the former Papal States to the Kingdom of Italy by 1871). In the 1880s, both countries entered into a long-term alliance with Germany and Austria-Hungary but eventually entered the First World War on the side of the Entante (Italy in 1915, Romania in 1916), and fought mainly against Austria-Hungary in order to complete their process of nation-state building. Both countries suffered painful defeats on the front, but they ultimately emerged victorious from the war as part of the Entente forces. Yet, their postwar development was largely divergent. The Italian case differs from Romania in two main respects: firstly, although during the War the political establishments in both countries were divided over the foreign policy path to be followed, Italy experienced wider political cleavages within its armed forces and home front. Secondly, after the conflict the Italian elites failed to reintegrate veterans into the status quo, thereby facilitating the seizure of power by Mussolini's Fascist movement and ensuring that veterans' associations would be harnessed to an emerging totalitarian State project.
In both countries, the national issue was intertwined with pressing social questions, among which the most important was the peasant one. Romania enacted a first land reform in 1864, yet after the turn of the century the agrarian system experienced a new, aggravating crisis, leading to massive peasants revolts. Romania's prewar social tensions in rural areas were mirrored in Italy by similar cleavages. Italian peasants faced persistent land shortages as well, especially as late-nineteenth century anti-feudal laws had failed to create a class of rural smallholders. Unlike Romania, the Italian state did not enact an agrarian reform, but managed to hold the peasantry in check by repressing rural uprising. In addition, in order to alleviate social tensions in the countryside, a small-town 'political class' at local level encouraged the mass emigration of peasants and even managed to make money off the rural migrants it helped leave the country. 119 The Great War strained Italy's political and social fabric more than it did in the Romanian case. It heightened social tensions within the Army, due to widespread misgivings about the necessity of the conflict, a pronounced divide between senior officers and troops and the exceptionally strict discipline imposed upon soldiers.120 Four years of total conflict engendered other destabilizing legacies: peasant conscripts grew expectations of land reform;121 several revolutionary interventionist volunteers and Arditi shock troopers developed a violent nationalist ethos;122 the political 'witch-hunts' and militarization processes that took place on the home front deepened pre-existing cleavages within Italian society. 123 After the war, while Romanian elites managed to successfully demobilize many local veterans through a blend of deterrence, welfare and politics of symbols, the Italian Liberal governments failed, on the whole, to implement a similar strategy, mainly due to the uncooperative attitude of important sectors of civil society but also their own mismanagement of the issue. As regards the economic reintegration of the veterans, in 1919 the Orlando government alienated returning soldiers with its poor handling of relief for discharged troops. This estrangement was subsequently reinforced by the government's widely uneven benefit provisions. 124 The elections of the same year, which polarized parliament between liberals, popolari and socialists, made it increasingly difficult to devise and implement payback politics for former servicemen.125 Moreover, the Italian veterans' community ended up being split between three major category associations, the patriotic anc, the Catholic Unione Nazionale dei Reduci di Guerra [UNR; National Union of War Survivors] and the socialist Lega Proletaria Mutilati, Invalidi, Reduci, Orfani e Vedove di Guerra [MIROV; Proletarian League of War Disabled, Invalids, Survivors, Orphans and Widows], undermining this community's chances of asserting its rights. Disagreements between these associations contributed to the failure of an organic land reform, which was only in part compensated by the forcible occupation of uncultivated estates by peasant combattenti.126 It can be claimed therefore that the polarization of Italian veterans prevented the fulfilment of the rural masses' aspiration to land, which had long predated the War. 127 The abovementioned ad-hoc land occupations, while apparently successful in the short run, were in many cases repealed once the Fascists rose to power.
The political demobilization of veterans was also unsuccessful, both in terms of coercion and symbolic integration. The Italian Liberal State, unlike the Romanian one, was not especially well entrenched in terms of its capacity to wield political control.128 Additionally, it was difficult for the establishment to derive much legitimacy from the kind of 'mutilated victory' that emerged from the Paris Peace Conference.129 Most importantly, a divided civil society created conflicting interpretations of the wartime sacrifices; that divide fostered further strife. 130 In this situation, unsurprisingly, many combattenti's attachment to existing institutions sapped, while active minorities on the Left and the Right turned to paramilitary activism. Two major transnational events further polarized the Italian veterans' community, hampering the emergence of a 'shared framework of core political assumptions'131 as a prerequisite for a resilient culture of victory. Firstly, the Russian revolution galvanized the large Italian Socialist Party -and some of the veterans connected to it -into assuming a revolutionary stance towards the middle classes and the nation-state, while also radicalizing rightist combattenti into action against left-wing civil society.132 Secondly, Prime Ministers Nitti and Giolitti's hostility to Gabriele D' Annunzio's occupation of Fiume/Rijeka contributed to the delegitimization of the Liberal elite in the eyes of nationalist former fighters. 133 Traditional political actors underestimated the danger posed by veterans' paramilitarism and therefore committed numerous 'tactical' mistakes. Thus, in 1919 Liberal Prime Minister Nitti sped up discharge operations at a time when the military authorities were voicing their concerns that veterans might be co-opted by revolutionary forces, especially in the case of the Arditi. 134 The socialists, in the same year, antagonized right-wing veterans with their calls for revolution and refused to forge an alliance with the moderate anc, despite the latter's overtures. 135 They also failed to develop a cohesive combat organization that would deter the budding Fasci di combattimento from campaigning through violence. 136 In 1921, Liberal Prime Minister Giolitti underestimated the effects of the Fascist movement's growth -including the strengthening of paramilitary tendencies among rightist veterans -and allowed it to take hold in Central and Northern Italy to weaken the socialist party.137 Ultimately it was Fascism that exploited the radicalization of various Arditi and other sections of the veterans' community to the fullest, by using them to seize power in 1922. Mussolini then arguably managed to demobilize the majority of Italian combattenti by applying a 'triad' of deterrence, welfare and symbolic integration of the kind his Liberal predecessors had failed to assemble.
The Fascist mixture of incentives and constraints differed from the one deployed in Romania. With regard to the extent of State-imposed deterrence, it should be noted that Mussolini had come to power at the head of a paramilitary movement, amid a latent civil war. Consequently, after 1922, the articulation of any independent political message by veterans -even by former fighters with unquestionable patriotic credentials -became increasingly difficult. Not only were mirov and unr disbanded, but anc was subjected to a governmentappointed triumvirate in 1925.138 Ultimately, anc veterans could claim a public role only by conforming to the Fascist regime's codification of the meaning of the War experience139 and disseminating fascist ideology, including notions such as the need for perpetual warmongering to preserve the vigor of the Italian people. These propagandistic values contradicted the founding principles of their category organization. 140 In granting material benefits to old soldiers, the Fascist regime was influenced by the compromises it reached with the Italian economic establishment, including large landowners. Therefore, unlike in Romania, no comprehensive land reform took place. Instead, Fascism confirmed the acquisition of some of the estates occupied by veterans in the early postwar years, but also reverted the property of many others. Mussolini later found a partial alternative to reform by 'displacing' the old soldiers' 'land hunger' onto terrains reclaimed through drainage and irrigation, such as the Pontine Marshes.141 As for welfare, the concession of benefits became arguably more politicized than in the Liberal era, as it was officially managed by anc, which in turn was supervised by the Partito Nazionale Fascista [National Fascist Party]. 142 Finally, as for symbolic integration, Fascism managed to satisfy many patriotic veterans' wish to see their wartime sacrifice extolled, chiefly by including these former fighters in its mass rituals. It can be argued nonetheless that, due to its ideological prescriptions, Mussolini's regime saw patriotic veterans less as custodians of the nation and more as a perfectible prototype of the New Fascist Man. Therefore, a peculiar culture of victory was imposed by the Partito Fascista onto the country, which, like the Romanian one, honored the wartime accomplishments of veterans and insisted on the need to work for the reconstruction of the nation. Unlike the latter culture, however, Italian Fascism celebrated numerous non-veterans -noticeably the youths that after the War had fought in the Fasci di combattimento -as paragons of martial prowess and patriotic self-abnegation. 143 In the 1930s, the Fascist regime began linking national consolidation with imperialist expansionism. 144 while Great War veterans did preserve a prominent rank in the Fascist 'hierarchy of national sacrifice' , they had to increasingly share this position with the servicemen from the Fascist wars of the 1930s and World War Two. After the political turmoil of the early postwar years, the Fascist seizure of power thus brought about a significant redefinition of the relationship between the old soldiers' community and the State. Specifically, veterans' organizations underwent a sensible reduction of political agency and were turned into mouthpieces for Fascist propaganda. Economic payback politics appear to have been implemented according to such criteria as one's political conduct during the biennio rosso and fidelity to the Regime, rather than the nature of one's wartime service. Due to these factors, the Italian case would appear to differ significantly from the Romanian one. In the former, the veteran identity survived in a much more blatant form, while at the same time being constrained in a narrower variety of sanctioned forms of expression. Moreover, veterans' political activism possibly remained more diffuse in Italy than in Romania, but was also more regulated due to the increasingly totalitarian nature of the local political system.
The growing influence of the Fascist regime's political priorities over the activism of Italian veterans can be also noticed in the domain of international relations, as it shaped the transnational activities of anc and the main war invalids and mutilates association, the Associazione Nazionale Mutilati e Invalidi di Guerra [anmig; The National Association of War Disabled and Invalids]. From the mid-1920s to the late 1930s, these associations were stable members of the fidac. Through their involvement in the congresses and meetings organized by fidac, anc and anmig undoubtedly helped foster a 'panEuropean'145 culture of victory. To mention a few of the contributions made by Italian veterans to the aforementioned culture, it should be highlighted that the anc delegation at the 1924 London Congress supported the rightfulness of Greater Romania's acquisition of Besarabia after the War.146 Moreover, anc executive Nicola Sansanelli and anmig general secretary Giovanni Baccarini held important posts in fidac, the former becoming president in 1927 and the latter vice-president in 1929. To a certain degree, therefore, Italian veterans played a stabilizing role in interwar European relations. This conclusion is further suggested by anmig's participation, in 1925, in the Geneva founding congress of ciamac. Additionally, in 1936 anmig president Carlo Delcroix -at the time also holding the presidency of fidac -advocated the creation of a common forum between veterans from all European states.
Nevertheless, as acknowledged by Martina Salvante,147 the combattenti's transnational activism ended up being subjected to the directives of the Fascist government and therefore became increasingly functional to the regime's agenda of persecuting internal enemies and undermining the postwar international system. For instance, anc's censure of communism at the 1925 fidac Congress in Rome helped legitimize, in the eyes of the international public opinion, Mussolini's concomitant repression of the Italian Left. Furthermore, in the 1930s the Duce's increasingly resolute pursuit of empire and alliance with other revisionist nations required of the Italian veterans to help destabilize the European culture of victory to which they had contributed in the previous decade. At the 1931 fidac Congress in Prague an Italian delegate undercut a proposal by Romania, Poland and Yugoslavia that reaffirmed the intangibility of the Peace Treaties. Additionally, during the rest of the decade Italy withdrew from cooperation with ciamac and in 1938 ended up leaving fidac, thereby contributing to the latter's demise.
Overall, the combattenti's collaboration with international veterans' organizations can be characterized as more conditional than the one enacted by the Romanian luptători. Moreover, Italian veterans showed a comparatively weaker commitment to the preservation of the postwar status quo. That attitude was undoubtedly influenced by the combattenti's deep-rooted dissatisfaction with the unresolved territorial issues that affected north-Eastern Italian borders, as suggested by the continuous quarrels that took place within fidac gatherings between Italian and Yugoslav delegations.148 Nonetheless, anc and anmig's eventual support for Fascist revisionism and imperialism should not be regarded as inevitable. After all, until 1923, anmig was clearly committed to preserving international peace through cooperation with international veterans' organizations and the League of Nations. 149 The consolidation of
